ASHIN
E P AR
CO0

)
E

Washington State
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund

STATE REVOLVING FUND

ANNUAL REPORT

For State Fiscal Year 2003
July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003

Submitted to the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

by the
Department of Ecology

April 30, 2004



Blank Page



OUTLINE

L. Introduction
II. Executive Summary
I Goals and Progress
A. Short Term Goals
B. Long Term Goals
IV. Details of Accomplishments
A. Fund Financial Status
B. Financial Assistance Activity
C. Provisions of the Operating Agreement
D. Ecology Loan Tracking System
EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1: New Projects Receiving SRF Financial Assistance
Exhibit 2: Binding Commitments By Quarter
Exhibit 3: Source of SRF Funds by Quarter
Exhibit 4: Binding Commitments with Respect to Federal Grant Payments
Exhibit 5: Disbursements
Exhibit 6: Assistance Amount by Needs Category
Exhibit 7: Payment Schedule
Exhibit 8: Project Loan Repayment and Interest Activity
Exhibit 9: Comparison of Actual and Projected Disbursements
Exhibit 10: ~ Balance Sheet
Exhibit 11: =~ Statement of Revenues and Expenses
Exhibit 12:  Statement of Cash Flows
Exhibit13: =~ Aging of Accounts
Exhibit 14:  Distribution of Loans by Interest Rate
Exhibit 15:  Recipients Repaying SRF Loans
Exhibit 16: ~ SRF Cash Flows
ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 Notes to Financial Statements
Attachment 2 List of Projects

N

23

27
27
28
29
31



Blank Page



I. INTRODUCTION

This annual report is submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by the Washington
State Department of Ecology for State Fiscal Year 2003 (SFY 03), July 1, 2002 - June 30, 2003. This
report describes how Washington State has met the goals and objectives of its State Revolving Fund
(SRF) program for SFY 03 and reflects the actual use of SRF funds.

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Department of Ecology (Ecology), as the designated agency for the state of Washington, has the
sole responsibility for management of the SRF program and is the primary contact with EPA on
SRF issues.

The annual report explains how Ecology has used the SRF program and the progress of meeting/
achieving the goals and objectives for State Fiscal Year SFY 03.

Ecology began reporting on the SFY rather than the federal fiscal year (FFY) in SFY 98. The change
has resulted in loan agreements being signed in both SFY 02 and SFY 03. This is due to loan offers
being valid for up to one year. Consequently, this annual report discusses local governments
identified for funding on the SFY 02 IUP and the SFY 03 IUP.

Projected dates for signing binding agreements and disbursements were optimistic and in most
cases the actual dates occurred later than projected. Also, some funds reserved for specific local
governments were declined and some communities did not need all of the funds reserved for them.

Washington's SRF has been capitalized with fourteen federal capitalization grants between SFY 90
and 03 and the corresponding state match. The following Figure 1 shows these funds by year as
well as the allocation of the funds for administration and loans. Any minor discrepancies in dollar
values are due to rounding.



Figure 1
Washington SRF Funding SFY 90 Through SFY 03

SFY Title VI Grant Title Il Funds  20% State =~ Administratio Net Capitalization Grant

Amount Match n Allowance and State Match
Available for Projects
1990 $16,402,815 $969,996 $3,474,562 $694,912 $20,152,461
1991 $16,966,719 $66,030 $3,406,550 $681,310 $19,757,989
1992 $35,689,698 $182,786 $7,174,497 $1,434,899 $41,612,082
1993 $33,789,195 $0 $6,757,839 $1,351,568 $39,195,466
1994 $33,425,073 $0 $6,685,015 $1,337,003 $38,773,085
1995 $20,739,807 $0 $4,147,961 $829,592 $24,058,176
1996 $21,419,838 $0 $4,283,968 $856,794 $24,847,012
1997 $22,509,234 $0 $5,401,847 $900,369 $27,010,712
1998 $23,415,183 $0 $4,683,036 $936,607 $27,161,612
1999 $23,417,163 $0 $4,683,433 $936,687 $27,163,909
2000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2001 $46,758,889 $0 $9,351,778 $1,870,356 $57,981,023
2002 $23,132,241 $0 $4,626,448 $925,290 $26,833,399
2003 $23,183,820 $0 $4,636,764 $927,353 $26,893,231
Total $340,849,675 $1,218,812 $69,313,698 $13,682,740 $401,440,157

In SFY 03, Ecology made 36 binding commitments totaling $68,301,910. Twenty-nine of these
commitments were with local governments for Section 212 Water Pollution Control Facilities
projects and seven Section 319 Nonpoint Source Pollution Control projects. An overview
discussion of the projects is located in the following section and a breakdown of the binding
commitments is shown in Exhibit 1.

III. GOALS AND PROGRESS
A. Short-Term Goals and Progress

1. Goal - Work with Ecology’s Water Quality Financial Assistance Council to implement a new
section in Chapter 70.146 RCW “Water Pollution Control Facilities Financing”. The new
section requires Ecology to:

e Require applicants to incorporate the environmental benefits of the project into their
applications. Ecology already meets this requirement. Ecology will continue to improve
and enhance the environmental benefits of the project into its applications to identify the
higher priority water quality needs.

e Develop appropriate outcome focused performance measures to be used for
management and performance assessment of the financial assistance program.

e Coordinate its performance measure system with other funding programs administered
by the state of Washington natural resource related agencies.



Progress - The following is the 2003 Annual Report to the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Committee of Progress Toward Meeting RCW 70.146.090

Summary

The Department of Ecology’s Water Quality Program continues to further enhance its
outcome based financial assistance program by establishing and testing a structure to better
identify effectiveness and efficiency of its investment strategy for water quality
improvement throughout the State of Washington. To that end staff have outlined and
explained in the strategy currently being implemented: However, explained in the strategy,
full implementation of the approach may only be possible, with additional resources
provided by the Legislature. The outline below is followed by the strategy:
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Implementing Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 1785 and Compiling and
Publishing Outcome Measures
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Process.

TMDL Effectiveness Monitoring Examples



I. Implementing Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 1785 and Compiling and
Publishing Outcome Measures

Overall Need

There is currently a need to develop a fully supported, steady state approach and procedure
to track environmental benefits derived from Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s financial
assistance programs. The mechanism for tracking performance measures has been initiated,
but full implementation is pending.

Statutory Mandate and Authority to Act

In 2001, the State of Washington Legislature passed and the Governor signed into law
Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 1785, that required (through amending RCW
70.146.090, Water Pollution Control Facilities Financing) Ecology’s Water Quality Program to:

“...Require recipients (of loans and grants) to incorporate environmental benefits into their
applications and the department (of Ecology) shall utilize the statement in its grant and loan
prioritization and selection process ...(and) develop appropriate outcome focused performance
measures to be used both for management and performance assessment of the grant and loan
program.” (Underscore, italics and bold added for present focus).

Progress Made by the Water Quality Program to Date

Soon after issuance of the JLARC Report and passage of ESHB 1785 the Water Quality
Program began to address the recognized need to better explain and document its
accomplishments and further enhanced its already outcome-focused loan and grant
program by incorporating into its priority system/application, specific criteria that asked
applicants to identify the following performance measures:

“Water Quality Goals” are major environmental changes to be achieved or directly
addressed by the project proposed. They are one or more of the following three performance
measures

1. “Severe Public Health Hazard” or “Public Health Emergency” eliminated.

2. Designated beneficial uses to be restored, or protected; 303(d) listed water bodies
restored to water quality standards; Healthy waters prevented from being degraded.

3. Regulatory compliance with a consent decree, compliance order, TMDL or waste load
allocation, etc., achieved.

“Water Quality Project Outcomes” are environmental changes that can be expected from a
successful project. These outcomes are to be a result of the activities recipients complete in
their projects. They are qualitative and quantitative impacts your project proposal will have
on water quality toward meeting goals above.



In the FY 2003, FY 2004, and FY 2005 applications (calendar years 2002, 2003, and 2003 /04),
Ecology’s Water Quality Program has required applicants to list goals and outcomes they
hoped to achieve

The true test of the developing approach was how well the enhanced outcome-based criteria
were understood and addressed by applicants. From a representative sample of
applications, most local and tribal agencies that applied for financial assistance in the
completed FY 2003 and FY 2004 application cycle understood and addressed these new
questions with appropriate responses. Staff further emphasized the criteria and
expectations for long-term assessments at the FY 2005 Funding Application Workshops held
in early December 2003.

Follow up negotiations with applicants offered State and federal funds are now underway
to ensure the depth of their commitment to track on goals and outcomes, and mechanisms
may need to be instituted to facilitate an effective monitoring and tracking component of
each project provided financial assistance.

Further Action Being Taken and Future Needs

- Systematic Process and Requirements

In order to fully address Legislative directives a systematic process and system
(respectively) needs to be developed and fully implemented for:

1. Financial assistance recipients to report on water quality project outcomes and goals
(mechanism in place), and

2. A State supported - Ecology staffed information management system to process these
results (still needed)

In order for the process to be effective and accepted, the strategy cannot be overly
burdensome (time wise and financially) to recipients or Ecology staff. The plan also needs to
be tested, and full implementation hinges on Legislative support for the development and
implementation of a performance measures tracing system. However, to begin to address
this need, the following preliminary process is being initiated by existing staff:

During negotiation of the loan or grant agreement, all applicants offered financial assistance
are to agree to “Special Condition” of the financial assistance agreement (Attachment A)
committing them to participate in an Ecology survey and potential interview 3-5 years after
project completion to assess the effects of the state’s investment toward water quality
improvement. Boilerplate grant and loan language has also be developed to establish goals
and outcomes to help ensure that applicants have clear targets, and ensure that needed
monitoring and maintenance is conducted during and after the assessment period
(Attachment B).

- Documents Developed

The Post Project Assessment Survey (Attachment D), the Follow- up from Survey Interview
Template (Attachment E), and the PowerPoint Presentation of the Enhanced Outcome
Focused Approach (Attachment F) are outlined below.



- “Pilot” Scale Test of Post Project Assessment Survey and Interview Process

The Post Project Assessment Survey and Interview Process is presently being tested on
approximately one dozen local and tribal agencies that completed a project with financial
assistance provided by the State of Washington. Results of this test are to be compiled by
mid 2004.

- Enhanced Final Performance Evaluation

Ecology’s “Final Performance Evaluation” is completed by Ecology’s Project Manager after
a review of the final report, final comprehensive quarterly progress report, final inspection,
etc. This Performance Evaluation would be submitted electronically before final payment of
grants and loans would be processed. To refine Ecology’s existing process to more
adequately assess outcomes, the Final Performance Evaluation has been enhanced, and is in
DRAFT form (Attachment C).

- Staff Resources Needed

Although staff have been able to develop a strategy and lay the groundwork to better track
environmental outcomes, no funding was provided by the Legislature to either develop or
follow through with tracking the enhanced outcome approach. The Legislature mandated
that the state environmental agencies do so. However, because water quality monitoring
and tracking is inherently challenging and costly, Ecology’s ability to effectively develop an
information management system and track outcomes will likely need to be commensurate
with future State resources provided.

II. Cross Agency Collaboration

An outline of Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s concerted efforts to collaborate with other
agencies follows:

1. Ecology’s Water Quality Financial Assistance Council, which helped develop the
approach, has an interagency membership that includes the Department of Health,
Conservation Commission, Public Works Trust Fund Board, US EPA, Region 10, Natural
Resources Conservation Services, and USDA - Rural Development, along with several
local and tribal stakeholders.

2. Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s approach to track outcomes was developed in
coordination with the approach used for the Public Works Trust Fund (PWTEF).
Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s approach builds on the PWTF strategy with specific
follow up measures.

3. Ecology maintains a well known WEB site explaining its outcome based /water quality
based priority setting approach.

4. In November 2003, Ecology’s Water Quality Program presented its strategy at the
biennial Infrastructure Assistance Coordinating Council (IACC), where presentations
were made by two of the programs (Ecology’s Water Quality Program and PWTF)



audited by JLARC to a wide variety of local and tribal, state, and federal agencies
involved in financial assistance.

Ecology’s Water Quality Program is represented at quarterly meetings of the IACC, and
staff discuss our strategy periodically at these meetings.

In November 2003, Ecology’s Water Quality Program also presented its strategy to a
widely attended biennial nonpoint TMDL conference sponsored by Alaska, Idaho,
Oregon, and Washington water quality management agencies; cooperative extension
offices; land grant universities for all four states; and EPA.

In December 2003, at its four statewide Water Quality Financial Assistance funding
application workshops .Ecology’s Water Quality Program explained applicant
responsibilities to list and explain goals and outcomes and track these performance
measures

As success stories are generated from the pilot and fully implemented surveys and
interviews, self monitoring and Ecology’s water quality monitoring strategies, they will
be shared in reports and presentations to applicants, JLARC and EPA..

Ecology’s Water Quality Program staff has attended periodic meetings with other
agencies to coordinate their outcome based strategies, but as only one meeting was
convened by OFM in 2003, a more systematic approach for such meetings may need to
be reinstated.

III. Readiness to Proceed as a Project Consideration

Readiness to proceed has always been of paramount importance as the Water Quality
Program considers project proposals. Examples include:

>

Proposals for domestic wastewater and stormwater facilities planning must be based on
sewer comprehensive plans approved by the application deadline (unless the proposal is
for the preparation of both planning levels.

Proposals for design of facilities must be based on facilities plans approved by Ecology
at the time of application deadline.

Proposals for construction of facilities must be based on facilities plans AND designs
approved by the time of the application deadline.

Prospective recipients must sign the financial assistance agreement within one year of
the date final offer list is issued. Failure to do so results in the termination of the
financial assistance offer.

Recipients must begin work generally within four (4) months after signing the financial
assistance agreement, and MUST begin work within 16 months of the date the final offer
list is issued. Failure to do so results in the termination of the financial assistance
agreement.



» In order to implement best management practices on public or private property a farm
plan that identifies the site-specific requirements for the implementation project must
have been prepared and approved by the local Conservation District by the time of the
application deadline.

> Readiness to proceed and taking responsibility to track goals and outcomes (together
with closely related criteria) represents in excess of 10 percent of the points available in
the project priority system.

IV. Comprehensive Watershed Health and Salmon Recovery Program (SSB 5637)
Overview

The Comprehensive Watershed Health and Salmon Recovery Program, also known as the
Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy (CMS), was Legislation passed under SSB 5637. The
objective was to plan a collaborative monitoring effort in order to measure progress toward
improving watershed health and salmon populations throughout the state by means of
water quality improvement grants, guidance for use by regulatory agencies, and by
encouraging other government and private groups to assist in an organized and integrated
plan. The CMS asks basic questions regarding status and trends of water quality and
quantity conditions. The questions are answered by means of standardized assessment
protocols which address physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of the state's
aquatic ecosystems. A specialized monitoring strategy using randomly selected sites across
a sub-set of the landscape enables statements to be made about "target" aquatic resources.

Examples

For example, Ecology’s interest may be focused on condition of wadeable, shallow streams
that are important spawning habitats for salmon and our ability to visit every stream in a
portion of the state is nearly impossible. We can track changes in this important sub-set of
streams over time by sampling a cross-section of them and then describing the generalized
condition. This is a valid monitoring strategy and effective in detecting true change in
targeted aquatic resources with a high level of confidence. Ecology adjusts the number of
site visits in order to acquire the desired level of confidence for assuredness that our
conclusions are accurate.

Interagency Collaboration Provided

The CMS promotes collaboration among state and federal agencies in establishing and
operating monitoring programs. The quality of aquatic resources in Washington State is
regulated in some way by the natural resource agencies (Department of Ecology,
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation,
Department of Natural Resources, Salmon Recovery Board and other Agencies assessed by
the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee. Furthermore, several federal agencies
participate in the transfer of information. There is a formal network for data transfer:

1. The Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation maintains a WEB portal for efficient,
effective importing and exporting of report results, and



2. Meetings of all agencies are held at least quarterly with much more frequent informal
communication.

All agencies share in some common information needs that are satisfied by answering
questions about: status and trends of aquatic conditions, effectiveness of habitat and
discharger remediation, and evaluation of the operation for prescribed best management
practices. In unison, these monitoring activities serve as a guide for identifying where
water quality/quantity problems exist, the specific source of degradation, and an
evaluation of the management prescriptions.

Answers provided by the CMS assist in tracking our progress based on the expenditures
for improving habitat, water quality, and restoring water quantity. The intent of both
state and federal funding sources for improvement of habitat and abatement of pollution
work as a partnership and is better organized by using the CMS as a template or a plan
for future identification of effective projects that can be accomplished by local, state, and
federal agencies and tribal governments.

TMDL Effectiveness Monitoring and Need for Project Effectiveness Monitoring

A CMS Like template is being used to track the effectiveness of TMDL's; (see for example,
Attachment G). This monitoring effort is funded entirely with federal monies. In order to
ensure greater accountability for State of Washington investments toward watershed health
and closely related salmon recovery efforts Ecology needs to establish a systematic program
to measure effectiveness of projects provided financial assistance with such improvements.

Staff Resources Needed

Although staff have been able to develop an approach to better monitor and share
information regarding watershed health and salmon recovery programs with funds
provided under SSB 5637, no additional funding was provided. There was, however, a
Legislative mandate to implement CMS widely. Therefore, Ecology’s ability to effectively
monitor watershed health and salmon recovery efforts, and relate these data with project
specific outcomes from State of Washington, investments of financial assistance will also
likely correspond to future State of Washington resources provided.



V. Attachments to Implement the Post Project Assessment Processes

The following attached documents were prepared to test, be revised (as needed), and
implement the steady state Post Project Assessment Process to address that clearly
recognized enhancement needed. Attachment G is an example of how the CMS process (Section

IV above) can address SSB 5637 needs.

Attachment #/ Purpose Length Completed by Date
Document whom
A. Post Project Contract with Three Ecology’s As agreement is
Assessment Special | recipients to accept | paragraphs Project Manager | negotiated (within
Condition assessment with input from | one year of grant or
recipient loan offer
B. Scope of Work Provide specific task | Two Ecology’s As agreement is
Elements for Grant | to facilitate the paragraphs Project Manager | negotiated (within
and Loan continued with with input from | one year of grant or
Boilerplate monitoring and instructions to | recipient loan offer
assessment. help complete
C. Draft Enhanced | Better documented One page Ecology’s Immediately upon
Final Performance | accountability of Project Manager | project completion.
Evaluation performance with input from
measures recipient
D. Post Project Document key One page Recipient project | Three and/or six
Assessment Survey | outcomes from the contact years* after project
project completion
E. Follow- up from | Bigger picture of Two pages Ecology staff Three to five years®

Survey Interview

project efficacy

and recipient

after project

Template project contact completion

F. PowerPoint Explanation to Twenty-four Ecology Completed but
Presentation of the | applicants and cross | slides Headquarters subject to revision
Development of agency transfer staff

the Post Project
Assessment Effort
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Attachment A

Post Project Assessment Special Condition (Grants and Loans)

__Post PROJECT Assessment Survey

The RECIPIENT agrees to submit a brief survey regarding the key project results or water
quality project outcomes and status of eventual environmental results or goals - from the
application.

The DEPARTMENT’S Performance Measures Lead will e-mail the RECIPIENT the Post
PROJECT Assessment Survey sixty days prior to the Post PROJECT Assessment Survey
date. The Post PROJECT Assessment Survey is included as Attachment __. This form is to
be completed and sent, as an e-mail attachment, to the DEPARTMENT’S Project Manager
and the DEPARTMENT’S Water Quality Program’s Performance Measures Lead.

The DEPARTMENT may conduct an on-site interviews, inspections and/ or otherwise
evaluate the project. The DEPARTMENT will enter the information provided into its
performance measures database to be provided to the Legislature, EPA, and other natural
resource agencies. The Performance Measures Lead will be available during negotiations;
throughout the project; and the post-project assessment period; as a resource, as needed.

11



Attachment B
DRAFT

Performance Measures Text Added to Grant and Loan Boilerplates

All Grants

PART I - GENERAL INFORMATION

*** Hor all agreements. ***

This agreement shall expire no later than ___.

Post Project Assessment Date:

Water Quality Performance Measures to be evaluated at the Post Project Assessment:
Eventual Environmental Result(s) or Goal(s):

1.
2.

Project Results or Outcomes:

®P =

etc.

PART II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

*** Please provide a narrative on the Project Purpose and Objeetives Performance Measures.
Please keep text to a maximum of two succinct and brief paragraphs. ***

Please remember from the FY 2004 Funding Guidelines, Pages 1 and 2,(Eventual) Environmental
Results are tangible environmental changes for the better, to be achieved or directly addressed by the
project proposed. Applicants were asked to describe one or more of the three (3) “Eventual
Environmental Results” as noted in Questions II. A - 1 and 2 of the FY 2004 Water Quality
Financial Assistance Application, Part 2,*

“Severe Public Health Hazard” or “Public Health Emergency” eliminated.

Designated beneficial uses to be restored, or protected; 303(d) listed water bodies restored to water
quality standards; Healthy waters prevented from being degraded.

Regulatory compliance with a consent decree, compliance order, TMDL or waste load allocation, etc.,
achieved.

Please remember from the FY 2004 Funding Guidelines, Page 2, “Project Results”* are quantitative
results realistically anticipated (from the project) that will directly lead to the Environmental Results.

12



* During the FY 2004 funding cycle, Water Quality Goals were referred to as “Eventual
Environmental Results” or “Environmental Results” and Water Quality Outcomes were
referred to as “Project Results.”

All Loans

E. The PROJECT Schedule

The RECIPIENT agrees to complete the PROJECT in accordance with the following schedule
(the “PROJECT Schedule”):

1. PROJECT Start Date: [Indicate Date]
2. Initiation of Operation Date: [Indicate Date] or [N/ A]
3.  PROJECT Completion Date: [Indicate Date] or [N/ A]

Any changes to the PROJECT Schedule must be effected through a formal amendment to
this AGREEMENT as provided in Section IX hereof.

The Post PROJECT Assessment Survey date will be on or before [Indicate Date].

The useful life of the PROJECT is | years][N/A].

Water Quality Performance Measures to be evaluated at the Post Project Assessment:
Eventual Environmental Result(s) or Water Quality Goal(s):

1.
2.

Project Results or Water Quality Outcomes:

L=

etc.

Please remember from the FY 2004 Funding Guidelines, Pages 1 and 2,(Eventual) Environmental
Results are tangible environmental changes for the better, to be achieved or directly addressed by the
project proposed. Applicants were asked to describe one or more of the three (3) “Eventual
Environmental Results” as noted in Questions II. A - 1 and 2 of the FY 2004 Water Quality
Financial Assistance Application, Part 2,*

13



Attachment C
Draft Performance Evaluation

As is normally the case, this performance evaluation is to be completed by the Project
Manager with assistance from the RECIPIENT. However, this form is needed electronically
before final payment is processed by the Financial Manager. To activate check boxes, click
Tools - then click <Protect Document>. To complete survey, click <Unprotect Document>.
Project Name: Recipient: Agreement Number:

Water Quality Problem:

Purpose of Project:

Specific Outcomes Achieved in Proletarian Terms (e.g. “pounds per day” instead of “mg/1”)
1.
2.
3.

Water Quality Goals to have been address or achieved:

] Designated beneficial uses restored or protected, and/or

L] Regulatory compliance achieved, and/or

] Severe Public Health Hazard or Public Health Emergency eliminated

Effect of the Project in Achieving Water Quality Goals

Outline Barriers or Challenges to Achieving Water Quality Goals

1.

2.

3.

Follow Up Surveys and Interviews are to be Conducted in:

[ ]One Year [ ] Three Years [ ] Five Years [ |Other (please specify)
Document Distribution:

Title:

Type: Final Report || Plan [_] Other [ ]

Location:

14



Attachment D

The Survey to be Emailed 3-5 Years After Project Completion

ATTACHMENT __ (To All Grant And Loan Agreements)
WATER QUALITY PROGRAM - FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE SECTION
POST PROJECT ASSESSMENT SURVEY
1. Agreement Number:
2. Recipient Name:
3. Project Name:

4. Years Since Project Completion: [_| One [_] Three [ ] Five [lOther
(please specify)

5. Contact Information:
Contact Name:
Contact Phone Number:
Contact E-mail Address:
6. Level of Involvement by Present Contact on Project:
7. Type of Project (check both if applicable): Activity [ | Facility [_]
8. Financing:
Total Project Cost:
Total Eligible Project Cost:
Ecology Loan Amount:

If Applicable, Ecology Grant Amount:

9. Water Quality and/or Compliance Problem:

10. Describe the Most Critical Specific “Project Result(s)” or “Outcome(s)” actually achieved
by the project:

11. Provide documentation (including digital color pictures) that evidence the continued
maintenance and effectiveness of the project at the time of this survey:

15



12.

13.

14.

Check “Eventual Environmental Results” (or Goals) Substantively Addressed or
Achieved by the Project:

|:| Designated beneficial uses restored or protected, and/or
[ ] Regulatory compliance achieved, and/or
[] Severe Public Health Hazard or Public Health Emergency eliminated

Describe the Status of these Eventual Environmental Result(s) (or Goal(s) at the time of
this assessment:

Describe subsequent work and ongoing efforts needed to achieve the Eventual
Environmental Result(s) (Goal[s]) by you and others in the area:

16



Attachment E

Water Quality Program Performance Assessment Interview Outline

The grayed area below is to be completed by the interviewer prior to conducting the
meeting

Grant/Loan #: Project Name: Recipient:

TPC/EPC*/ State Assistance:$ /$ /%
Interviewer/Interviewee Name, Phone #,// and email: / () -
/] @

Present Status of Water Quality Project Outcomes and Maintenance of Project:

On-going Monitoring or Data Management Efforts being Undertaken by the Recipient or
Others (Specify), e.¢. EIM and by Whom:

Activities to Maintain or Continue Project After State Assistance Ended:

What is the Present Status of the Water Quality Goals

Efforts Made and Needed, Including Planning and Processes in Place, to Ensure that Goals
and Further Project Outcomes are Tracked and Achieved:

If the Water Quality Goals Have Not Been Met, What Still Needs to be Done?

What are the Barriers?

Describe any Other Effects of the Project on the Environment:

17




Any Overall or Specific Consequences of the Project (Positive and Otherwise) Not Identified
as the Project was Developed or Initiated:

Describe Project Shortfalls and Ways Project Could Have Been More Successful:

Reports, Websites, Media, Pictures, etc (to be Attached):

Other Contacts for This Project; Names, Addresses, Phone, Addresses:

Other Funding Participant(s) in this Projects:

Review the Effectiveness of State Funding:

General Comments Including the Survey/Interview Process

18



Attachment F

Double click in the slide below to start the presentation and use the down arrow key to
proceed (“End Show” is activated by clicking in the triangle in the lower left corner):

Water Quality Program
Financial Assistance

Progress and Plans for Meeting

RCW 70.146.090 (JLARC) Requirements

19



Attachment G

Example 1.

Concentrations of Dissolved Oxygen in the
Lower Puyallup and White Rivers, Washington,
August and September 2000 and 2001

Prepared in cooperation with the
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
AND THE PUYALLUP TRIBE OF INDIANS

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Water-Resources Investigations Report 02-4146

a USGS

science for a changing world

20



Attachment G
Example 2.

World Wide Web Location: http:/ /www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0303027.pdf:

Excerpt
Effectiveness Monitoring for Fecal Coliform Total Maximum Daily Loads in Pipers Creek

by George Onwumere
Publication No. 03-03-027
June 2003 Waterbody WA-08-1000

Abstract

The Washington State Department of Ecology is required, under Section 303(d) of the
federal Clean Water Act and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations, to develop
and implement Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for impaired waters, and evaluate the
effectiveness of the water clean-up plan to achieve the needed improvement in water
quality.

When the TMDL was established, Pipers Creek was neither listed on Washington State’s list
of impaired waters nor on the water-quality-limited list. Nevertheless, a fecal coliform
TMDL was developed for Pipers Creek based on a detailed Watershed Action Plan
document that outlined control of nonpoint sources of pollution to improve water quality.
The goal is to meet the fecal coliform water quality standard in Pipers Creek which is 50
colonies /100 ml. Evaluation of available monitoring data indicated non-compliance with
the criterion.
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2. Goal - Continue the process to integrate, within federal and state laws, the SRF with the
Centennial Clean Water Fund (Centennial) and the federal Clean Water Act Section 319
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3.

4.

5.

Nonpoint Source Program (Section 319) to maximize limited state and federal grant and
loan funds in order to improve and protect the water quality of the state of Washington.

Progress - Ecology began to merge the SRF and Centennial programs in 1995 by running the
funding cycles concurrently. In 1997, Ecology integrated the CWA Section 319 funding
cycle with the SRF and Centennial funding cycle. This integrated funding cycle has been
well received by local governments and Indian tribes.

Goal - To continue to develop and implement the SRF program so that financial assistance
for water pollution control needs is available in perpetuity to communities statewide.

Progress - Ecology monitors the SRF program to ensure that the fund is available in
perpetuity. Analysis has shown that the fund will be available in perpetuity providing the
overall interest is at or above the inflation rate. The current inflation rate is 2.15% and the
weighted average interest rate for all loans is 2.24%.

Goal - To provide low-interest loans to local governments for 41 water pollution control
facility projects.

Progress - In SFY 03 Ecology signed loan agreements with local governments to help finance
29 water pollution control facilities projects. The following Figure 2 shows the number of
agreements and the type of projects.

Figure 2
Water Pollution Control Facilities Projects
Number of Loan Project Type
Agreements
3 Facilities Planning
1 Facilities Construction - Pump Station
Improvements
7 Facilities Design - Wastewater Treatment
Facilities Upgrade
1 Facilities Construction - New Wastewater
Treatment Facilities
1 Facilities Construction - Pump Station and
Conveyance Improvements
1 Facilities Construction - Reclaimed Water
Distribution/Storage Facilities
3 Facilities Construction - Infiltration/Inflow
Reduction
3 Facilities Construction - Combined Sewer

Overflow Elimination

9 Refinance Municipal Debt

Goal - To provide low interest loans to local governments for 14 nonpoint source pollution
control activities.
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Progress - Ecology signed seven loan agreement with a local government to finance a
nonpoint source pollution control project. The project is for farm irrigation conversion.
Figure 3 shows the number of agreements and the type of projects.

Figure 3

Section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Projects

Number of Loan Project Type

Agreements
2 Stormwater Management Plan
1 Rill and Hand Wheel Line Irrigation Systems to
Center Pivot or Drip Systems

1 No Till Loan Program
3 On-Site Sewer System Repair Program

6. Goal - To provide six low-interest loans to local governments to refinance debt obligations
for municipally-owned water pollution control facilities.

Progress - Ecology signed nine loan agreements with local governments to refinance debt
obligations for municipally-owned water pollution control facilities.

7. Goal - To administer the SRF program and provide technical and financial assistance to loan
recipients and potential applicants.

Progress - Ecology continues to administer the SRF program and provide technical and
financial assistance to SRF recipients and potential applicants. Ecology's financial and
project managers work closely with all recipients to help ensure water quality is improved
and protected in the most cost-effective manner.

8. Goal - To continue working with EPA in implementing the SRF and to develop the SFY 04
Intended Use Plan (IUP) and capitalization grant agreement.

Progress - Ecology submitted the SFY 04 SRF IUP to EPA in August 2003 for capitalization
grant approval.

B. Long-Term Goals and Progress

1. Goal - To integrate, to the greatest extent possible, the SRF with the Centennial Clean Water
Fund (Centennial), and the federal Clean Water Act Section 319 Nonpoint Source Program
(Section 319) to maximize limited state and federal grant and loan funds to improve and
protect the water quality of the state of Washington.

Progress - SFY 03 marked the seventh year that Ecology has used an integrated approach in
offering financial assistance to local governments and Indian tribes. This integrated
approach includes administering the SRF, Centennial, and Section 319 programs funding
cycles concurrently and leveraging funds together within the laws and limitations
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established by state and federal law. The integrated funding cycle has been well received by
local governments and Indian tribes. It can